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Intfroduction

* Food Produced in US - 30-40% wasted

o 60 million tons — 120 billion pounds —
every year

Tons of MSW Disposed in Michigan:
8 Million Tons

< N

20%
1.12 M tons

Other Recyclables Non-Recoverable




Intfroduction cont’d

« Michigan
o 8th nationally - landfilled food waste

o 745,000 tons annually ($18-36 million per
year)

= billion pounds of food waste each year =
4.38 billion meals

o Wastes 1.5 to 2 million tons of food annually
» Residential and commercial waste stream

= |f composted - could prevent 441 million
kilograms of CO2 emissions annually,
equal to removing ~100,000 vehicles
from roads
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4.1%
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Intfroduction cont’d

« Michigan: Food Waste Tons in
Michigan by Destination Types
(2021)

@® Landfill
1.04M tons - 43.5%

@ Composting
450k tons - 18.9%

@ Not Harvested
388k tons - 16.3%

( Sewer
223k tons - 9.4%

Land Application
131k tons - 5.5%

Incineration
86.5k tons - 3.6%

Anaerobic Digestion
38.1k tons - 1.6%

Dumping
27.6k tons - 1.2%

Source: ReFED

COMPOSTING

NOT HARVESTED

LAND APPLICATION



Intfroduction cont’d

@® Residential

« Michigan: Food Waste Tons in 1.34M tons - 56.2%

Michigan by Sector (2021) @ Farm (Produce Only)
422k tons - 17.7%

@ Foodservice
331k tons - 13.9%

@) Manufacturing
196k tons - 8.2%

Retail
92.3k tons - 3.9%

RESIDENTIAL

MANUFACTURING

FOODSERVICE

Source: ReFED



50%

50 percent reduction
of food waste sent

to Michigan landfills
through diversion of
approximately 600,000
tons of additional
material per year to
compost, anaerobic
digestion, or animal
feed.

Michigan Food Waste Reductions Goals

25%

25 percent reduction
in total wasted food
in the Michigan food
system through
prevention and
rescue strategies,
approximately
600,000 tons per
year.

50%

For a combined

1.2 million tons

of food loss and
waste removed

from the system

per year, achieving

a 50 percent total
reduction basedona
2021 baseline.



Achieving Michigan Food Waste Reduction Goals

e Composting Food waste reduction in the household

and restaurant levels

. 25%

50% q 25 percent reduction
50 percent reduction T HH in total wasted food
of food waste sent pathways in the Michigan food
to Michigan landfills o " system through
through diversion of h = i FII‘ revention and
approximately 600,000 == &) o Fescue strategies,
tons of additional approximately
material per year to New feeds for 600,000 tons per
compost, anaerobic PUsiness year.

digestion, or animal
feed.

Valve Building Community




MISSING LINKS & PROJECT OBJECTIVES

© Paucity of data on: o Regional evaluations of how much food is wasted and

how food waste is currently in the Upper Peninsula,
B Types and amount of food

Michigan:
waste at the regional and

county-level, especially in rural . .
Michi;on P Y = |dentify opportunities to reduce food waste and
for food waste diversion for composting

B What is being done with wasted
food, and what residents are = |dentify barriers to expand capacity
doing to prevent food waste
= Develop policy and programs to support the
implementation of MMP



DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

* Survey: (281 households, ongoing)

Food waste amount and behaviors
Food waste attitudes and intentions
Food waste knowledge and diversion
Perception of curbside compost pickup

Willingness to pay for curbside compost
pickup

Stakeholder interviews

Document reviews



KEY FINDINGS

Q10: During the last week, how much of the following foods have you thrown away?... 187

* Most respondents waste little
or no food o

60%
* Fruits and vegetables o
wasted the most .
30%
* Meat, dairy, and pre- o I I I
10%
prepared foods wasted less - m_ A
Vegetables and fruits Dairy products (e.g., milk, Meat and fish (e.g., beef, pork, Pre-cooked or pre-prepared Bakery items (bread, cookies,
cheese) chlcken etc.) foods (e.g., f;gézr;)foods tinned cakes, etc.)

B Noneatall B Alitte @ Amoderate amount @ Alot W We don't eat this food



KEY FINDINGS - Familiarity with food waste diversion

* Awareness is already
high — adoption is the
next step o

* People know about
food diversion, but o
need support to act
* Low awareness barriers .,

create strong potential
for behavior change 1%

Mat familiar at all Slightly familiar Very familiar Extremely familiar



KEY FINDINGS - Perceived importance of food waste diversion

* Most consider food
waste diversion very or
extremely important

* Very few believe it is
unimportant

* Strong public support
exists for food waste
reduction initiatives

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

Not at all important

Slightly important

Maoderately important

Wery important
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KEY FINDINGS — Respondent management of food waste

* Many support food waste
diversion in principle

* Appears to be facing
practical barriers such as
lack of infrastructure, Garbage disposal [
limited access to compost

. Service-for-fee curbside compost pickup || EGTGTccNGGE

services

. Other (please specify) _
* May mean potential
support for expanded brop-off compost site
ComPOSTIng Free curbside compost pickup I

Ll
Infrq STrUCTure 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%



KEY FINDINGS — Barriers to food waste composting

* Lack of space and
limited access to
composting services are
the top barriers

Lack of space |
Lack of access to services |
Time or etfort required .|
Other (please specity) |
Uncertainty about what can be composted _
Food waste is messy _
No interest _

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%



KEY FINDINGS — Barriers to food waste composting cont’d

* Time and effort required
also discourage
composting participation

* Suggests a need to
expand affordable
and accessible
composting services

Lack of space |
Lack of access to services |
Time or etfort required .|
Other (please specity) |
Uncertainty about what can be composted _
Food waste is messy _
No interest _

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%



KEY FINDINGS - Signing up for fee-for-service curbside compost pickup

* Uphill adoption battle
* Price sensitivity is high

* The "Movable Middle"
roughly 33% (Somewhat
likely + Neutral) are on
the fence

* Converting this
group is critical to
achieving the scale
needed for program
viability



KEY FINDINGS - Signing up for fee-for-service curbside compost pickup

e Subsidize to Scale: Standard
"pay-to-play"” model will
likely fail

* Policy should pivot to
tax-funded subsidies
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KEY FINDINGS - Signing up for fee-for-service curbside compost pickup

* Rebrand as "Savings," Not
"Fees":

* To capture the 33% on
the fence, shift the policy
narrative from a "service Somewatunicety
fee" to a "landfill
diversion credit"— Somewnat e |
focusing on the long-term
cost of waste versus the Evemety < |
value of local compost  ———

. .



KEY FINDINGS - Policies respondents want in their community

Food waste education within local schools

Public food waste education and outreach (public
service announcements, educational campaigns, ...
Businesses recelve tax credits or deductions for

donating food

Local organic waste drop-off for composting
Household organic waste pick-up

Businesses are required to donate surplus food

Food waste composting is required

Food waste reduction targets (for example, reducing
food waste by 50% by 2030)

Food waste prevention events

Landfill ban for food waste (bans on d|sposmg of _

certain types of food waste in landfills)
Pay-as-you-throw food waste pricing (costs more to
throw away more food)

Other (please specify)
0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 1% 8% 9% 10% 11% 12% 13%



KEY OPPORTUNITIES

* Increasing food waste diversion volume for composting

* State and county leadership is critical to scaling food waste diversion
through strategic investment, infrastructure expansion, and local policy
action



ROLES OF COUNTIES & MUNICIPALITIES

* Inclusion of compost end-product in * Marquette County Materials Management Plan

County Materials Management Plan * Food scraps and finished compost receive

* EGLE reframes waste management minimal attention

around a circular economy model, * Organic waste policy remains focused on yard
prioritizing “highest and best use” over waste
disposal

* A true circular economy must return compost
back to soils, farms, and gardens

* The compost end-product is largely missing
from the plan



Implications of Findings for MMP

* Low voluntary participation underscores
* Education and outreach to help increase participation and customer retention
* Infrastructure efficiency is dependent on concentrated waste volumes

* Inclusion of composting fee-for-service providers such as the PCC in the promotion of recycling
efforts



Implications of Findings for MMP

* Set and include food waste diversion goals into County MMP, including metrics for tracking:
* Food waste reduction

* Reduction in organic material landfilling through composting, eftc.



ROLE OF STATE AGENCIES

* Grant opportunities

* Existing infrastructure want to process larger volumes, lack the capital needed for upfront investment

* Policy development and support

* Infrastructure scaling = Investing in processing technology + supportive policy mandates



ROLE OF STATE AGENCIES cont'd

* Consider graduated regulatory approach for Part 115 compliance and facility /operational scaling

* PCC picks and transport most of its organic waste by truck and trailer ~20 miles away to the
processing facility

* Not viable to open 10 mini-sites under the current regulatory structure

* “Needs an intermediate tier of scaling that allows for incremental scaling without triggering full, high-
cost compliance that can come with a “Large Facility Designation”

* Infrastructure mapping is critical



ROLE OF STATE AGENCIES cont’d

* Policy development and support

* Source separation mandates at the point of generation to prevent plastic contamination from reaching
facilities



ROLE OF STATE AGENCIES cont’d

* Supporting local government

* Support cities to support composting service providers through contracts, incentives, or public-
private partnerships

* Public subsidies and municipal programs to achieve universal access



Thank You!

Contact Information

jadebiyi@nmu.edu
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